RE-MARKS 

In trie osHsUuidi jig office action, claims 1 and 3-44 were presented lor 

^ ^ - V ^'^O'UCAiJ 6">w s. \ v ^ < 

0 CvA - a n _ v S ,. ^ V , ^ \ • 

Miteae (US Patent- No. 6,673,76 Claims d.1-35 v 
rejected under 35 i sS.Ch §1 02(e) as anticipated by or. -n the alternative, under 35 U.S.* 
§103(as as obvious over A e e . et J (US 2004/0244133). Claims 36-44 were rejeei 
t v > S3 emsbb blh , S Patent b b?3 ,76 

^ s r s nM 44^ ore t ok l <.J uih s5 U,S.< § 102(e) as 
anticipated by or, in tire abciTnUrve, under 35 l.i.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over Shannon 
(US 20043/0168642). 

Cleans 1, S, 33, 29 and 3d have beers amended, no claims have been added and 
claims have been caneeied leaving claims 1 and 3-44 (or consideration anon outre old: 



throughout the specification, and ea least ai. page 4, paragraph [001 bj to page 5 paragraph 
21 ; page o, paragraph 27; and particularly, Example 1 (band on targe 3. par agraph 33 of 
. m v , cAr. v a s 

Applicants respecthnly request entry of the amendments. 

1. Rc^ id 3-35 under 35 Ij.S.C. v b^riAP »% antkapateci hyor< 

m sm aUernaUuv, under 35 IhS.C. 103(a) as obyiomjwerj^^ 
MlMiLMrMMrmitrsr or "761 A 

blaims 1 and 3-35 have been rejected as being anticipated by op m the i tc , en „ 
obvious over bbtta et ah Applicants mspecblhiy traverse these rmections. 

As amended., claim 1 recites a cleaning hvrmaiatu.m which comprises snrfiictant it 
, am.o-.int ranging between more than 5 wt.% and about 10 vet.% of the cleaning 
ibmn-tiathna Is imended claim >3 res lies a cleaning fori on I ail on v hieh con.-t.mAes 



H0005976 



II 



w ^ \ 

formulation bs amend eel da u 29 depend c 5 and recites 

>\>\ at.t t v \ cites ... - erem the at least 

anionic s intact an; present in an amount ranging between more than 0 wt.% le about 5 

formulation which is not taught or claimed in Mbra. 

v 1 s v , N S < S s <. 

the elements of the clam;. Lewmar Marine inc. a Bamwe Inc., 827 P.2d 744, 747, 3 

< me. issu dard Nothing »» Mil discloses < 
composition comprising surfactant m an. amount ranging between more tk-.ee 5 wi,% aw 
about 10 v. tek Thus Minn labs to teach ali of the elements of Applicants' amended 
vox v ^ n \ ^ , , x , > 



Applicants wspeeiiney traverse uw rejection. 

For an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Exam iner must meet the burden of 
est m u\u'oho(hnv e. that iH ewn , eune 

. v ^ e oi art relied upon, v. , , 

available in the art at the time of die invention, contain some suggestion or incentive that 
would nave motivated the skilled artisan to modify a reference or combined references; 
and that the proposed modification of the prior art bad a reasonable expectation of 
success, dereemirted from the vantage point of the abided artisan at the time die invention 

' - S N C~ ^ f» »S«s«KJ v ■ 
U.SJbQ. 494, 496 tC.CdhA. 1970};, imgm . Chugai Pharmaceuticals Co., 927 
o N \ ^ 
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Mitra fails if) satisfy this Aamiard. First, Mitra fails io disclose ail of the eterraa 
of the claimed invention. As discussed herein, nothing in Mitra discloses or claims a 
composition comp untax ; v * 

about 10 wt.%, Secondly. Mitra provides no nioti.vat.ioo lor one skilled in the art io 

' V ^ S V O \ < <V " *. A <. , \ * k , 0 00 v. 

disinfecting ciearnng wipe. AH of the claims of Mitra require a catiouic bmcide release 

to be o s ^ o o pMitra, ooi. 5, hoe 67 to cod 6 line 32; Claims) One skilled m the art 
could not achieve the claimed invention and would have no monvation to modify the 
teachings of Mitra wuh any reasonable expectation of success of achieving the claimed 

>m > A soma - «, m-v ot m * s ^ ^ , , 

present damn 1 and 3-35 are nomobvmns over Mitra el A Applicants respectfully 
request removal of dm reaxima of edams 1 and 3-35. 



•d EviMhtMMi.^ 

Aviim aluns.nhv, »nder 35 ihS.C, ..l<M«).M.fi^J.g.M> * o* at. IKS. 

lilihLilliiliM dvre^fter "Odette" or "132A 

, a v ! p , m o <.< t v 

Applicant verse these rep ons 
Claims 1 and 5.3 have been amended to recite the limitation of water is present la 



ate a eiann under 35 LvS.C. 5 CM a single source nun 



V ^ S 'vx v. A 

jams' amended claims 1 and ; 
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n mf lation torop s i t n; 
■in waver \ present r an amount ranging between SO wt.% and a.bo 

In contrast, Oaiebe leaches thai "water is preferably present at a I 
more preferably iers than 

page 1 " paragraph ; 0 1 56] h Thus, OihePe cannot be said to be an 



v a : ems i aao ,;-n were atso res eaten a? me tnieraave as oemg o> 
alette. Applicants respecbaby traverse the rejection 

e eos o - v. s ^ n s u s 

nafesbrag a prosa aeae case of ohauousaess, i.e., that ah ekaaeats of i 



weald have motivated the skilled artisan to modify a reference or combined references; 
and that the proposed asodrfieation of the prior an had a reasonable expectation of 

- m Ol I < s < < ' , 1 V 



i S.P.Q.2d, - b , 1023 (Fed { a 1996) 

Colette tabs to meet the standard for establishing obviousness. As das.essed 

a oJo- t, iiv , v, n , o 

nothing hi Oalette provides mohvaibm to one skilled m the art to raodtly the teachings 
Oaleite to achieve the claimed inventioo. As amended, the present claims do not over! 

>\cn^>. to-. '■ ;ia,o::' i-a'i 1 ; a V ^e>-^\ ta. war man o; Outone 
aetuahy teach away from the present claims which recite water la an amount ranging 
between mor^jliMiOM.J/ij and about 99 wt.% of the cleaning formulation. In contra; 
as discussed hereon Ouieiie discloses water present less thaa 5p ggf A Therotbre, o:re 
skilled m tbc art would net be motivated to achieve the cianmed b an as Auoonoiion 
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ma vs> c.\! rv. c 
specifically i«dic; 



UU^ , ' U - Si < v 



3. He|ei^1<Hs c>f €ishns.M-44.u.iu1iir 35 U.S.C 103(a) m obvioas over Mitra <?tal.» 
I}£.$&73J€U hereafter "Mitra* or^mZ 

- V * 000 Cv^s Vi „ ^ - , > , l * 

traverse the rejection, 

~> N ^ \ n v 0s. H> > ' g )V , v ■> 

v - o- , e ^ ,o - 

available in the art at the time of the rnveniiom contain some suggestion or incentive thai 
v v v uivma >kOk sac to n odif> ; « \ m utbined rc 

success, determined from the vantage point of the skilled artisan ai the time the invention 
was made. In re Fine, 5 U.S.P.Q.26 1 596, 1 59S { Fed. Cir. 1 9KB); /« /Or 066-*. 1 65 
U.S.P.Q. 494 5 496 (C.C.P.A. 19/0}; Amgen v. Chugai Pharmaceuticals Co,, 927 
U.SJ6Q.2d, 1016, 1023 (Fed, Cir. 1996). 

Claim 36 has been amended to recite sodmm lauryi sulhne present in an amount 

ethoxylateh alcohol nomorne surfactant present m an amount ranging between more dam 

s ~. ' a \ x s x v v N \ > 

claims this novel combination in the recited amounts to achieve the claimed tommbstiom 

V N - 1 s N N V <. N ^ N \ X ,e , X 

<■ \ .!\ v. - 3 N hoe 

) v x s x , i x < x V 0 ! . 

surfactant with any reasonable expectation of success of achieving the claimed invention. 
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outness rnaiysi s we c 
of the rety.bre.menl for a showing of the teaching or mottvabori to combine prior art 

In this case, the Examiner has plucked certain teachings irons Mora and states hi; 

% - V" - * s , O U U S sM \ < e .J , N « v \ , 

v , \ppkcv. Sre< imutmn o»lm\\\: on t ,v - vJv 

hrnh.at.ions to reach the claimed invention. One skilled m the arg .much less one having 
only routine skill in Use arg would not have known or been motivated to modify Mhrn to 
read! the claimed invention, instead, ihe Examiner has used improper havisigin. and has 
used Applicant's disclosure to provide the necessary leaching. It is improper for the 
bsnwnrnor tn rt.se Applicant's Specification as a road reap to reject the claims. Thus, lite 
claims are non-obvious over Mitra. Applicants respectfully request removal of the 
rejection. 



4 - -mv 36-44 under 35 U.SX. 103(a) ax ob> Kms ou>r % hiK 

aklhl ; -h MM/0244 132 v faereafter "Palette" or -132 A 

Churns 36-44 statu] rejected as being obvious over (XdeUe. Applicants 
respectfully traverse the rejection. 

sum wv< tt x^prean the E% i te m ne i >utden 
establishing a /nanny/ode case of obviousness, i.e., that all elements of the invention are 

^ V v V N V v v v h ^ O m v s v v v 

available in the art at the tune of the mvereiom contain some suggestion or Incentive that 
would have mohvaiecl the skilled artisan to modify a reference or combined references; 
and that ihe proposed modification of the prior art had a reasonable expectation, of 
success, determined horn dee vantage point of the skilled artisan at the tune the invention 
was mack « e, 5 U.Si Q. 2d 1 596/1 598 (Fed Ch 1988) ?n < ! s 
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The foregoing remarks for section 2 are incorporated herein by re fen 
discussed therein, Oulettr 

cleaning compositors, vvberem water is present in an amount naap.ug bet.wm 
and about 99 wt..% of the cleaning fonnukvdon. Moreover, Ouiebe provides 
motivation to one skilled re ihe an to modify Odette with any reasonable 
success ot chieving the claime< rami at 1 a- w^wpectfuih 
Oalebe foils to establish a prona hide case of obviousness with respect to 
< - s - <. <- i 1 > < - c Ouk 

Applicants respectfully request removal of the rejection. 



1 ended 



T ! - L " s 5 iiulcr 35 l.'XC * 

Claims 1 raid 3-34 have been rejected as being anticipated by, or, .in the 
ernatsvc, obvious over Shannon Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

To anticipate a claim under 35 U.S.C, § 102, a single source must comma all of 
.> eiemenis (if the claim. Lcwmar Marine we. v. Barient > 82? P. 2d 744. 747, 3 
N V2e S us v !^"),m/ d<wmd Is4 g ~< w 

w art refererice need not iise identical terminology, the reference must "sufficiently 
« be the- t * N e e e in possession o hfinnesok 

aungfo Co. v Johnson & Johnson Orthopedics. Inc., 2A U.S. P.Q 2d .1321, 1332 

The presently churned formulation is directed to a cleaning lom.um.uiee 



aned.ahoa winch comprises surfocmnt in an amount mew 
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v vm«bti«>n which comprises sia fact 
i < ^ oi\ surfacumi and eonfoinahons of at lea? 
.onknuc suriheiarm wherein i.he anal amount, o: 
oore than 5 u ( ( cleaning 

:d depends fron; claim 23 and reches ad of the 



o ^ As amended, claims L 23 and 29 recite snr.taeia.nt in an amount ranging 

ween 1 i c oul lOn oieanu * ^ s 

taaghi or cbameu m Shannon. 

Shannon ss directed to dust repel lard fuurdormma eomooaitions. The 
coropos.uious dis bseci in Shannon comprise welling agents including sadactanls for 
omvngt ctens Shannoi >age i,parag vh W] --[001:2], [0027]) n 

n m ^ u'ikWit as 1 ibn 

between more than 0 wt. % to abend. Id wt. % of the cleaning ibrrmdadon and an 
edioxylated ahaohoi uouiouio snrtactam present in an amount ranging between more than 

o mi 5 wt. i . of the cleaning /wwu.j'k \ - 
surfactant in an ananuni ranging between more than 5 wt.% and about 10 wi.% of the 

' vO . n i - v. vs , , , ^ un \> >i v 

v san < closi cm ends of the claimed im N d clan 

urthermon; >ihin * Shannon disc oses o 

C i V - V _ V * V O s 1 . U 0 

t x ^ ere v. v oumev eha s ciain \a a; a amis 3 

~v v cm i • v ^ , 

\v v > N < - ! - ; - - v sp vs v vv 

Claims 1 and 3-34 were also rejected in the alterative as being obvious over 
Shannon. Applicant responsible traverse the rejection. 
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For an obviousness rejection io be proper, the Examiner must rneei the bunk;; of 

art relied upon, coupled with knowledge generally available in the an at Use dree of the 
invention, must comasc souse suggest ion or incentive- that would have uastbrated the 
skilled artisan to modify a reference or combined references: and that the proposed 
modification of the prior art mien have bad a reasonable expectation of success, 

' , -\ IS < , > v ) V s 

re d S.P.Q.2dl596 598 (Fed. ( 988} He iLs Si n n C 
494, 496 (C.C.F.A. 1970), 

\ \ v la direeied e? e v having anil-stanc properties which lower 
sorfaee ieusn.m due io wettmg agents <;B) and (D; (Shannon, paragraphs h>0|Ojg001 21 f 
As further disclosed, 

- ^ , )u ,1 t litk ,t «« < Vu\\ 

emulsion below about 25 vmhim.ewt.ons per meter, otherwise the resulting 
v.t .athei than l>\ d^t \ 

>• , ^ e >oi". i s u < v. , v ^ v v uw, , * am. 

loading on the surfaces of the polymeric films to winch they have beers added." 

{'Shannon, paragraph [0034] ) 

As taught io Shannon, wediog agents ("Bj and (D) would not function nor have 

' v - vs , ! „ -i V ^ ' 

eh fferent p pk i f d.ant .claims s > 
maimer, not only are wetting ages-is fB) aod (D) distinguishable hour the present 

elainrs, bods in composition and functionality. Based on the teachings of Shiuworg one 
s > > v N v , v. s ^ , i ^e . - \ e. 

harrier as disclosed and claimed in the present application. 

As discussed hereon Shanuon does not discloses ail of t.be ciarsu elements. And 
thus Oils to meet the standard tor establishing , < < <. case of obviousness. I 
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.cs no suggestion or mouvau 
to achieve the claimed inve- 



sts believe that a prima facie case of obviousness has no; 
-especttuUy request removal of the rejection of claim ! a 
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CONCLUSION 
>\ doe , - , v , - 

respectfully submitted thai the present application is us condition ib 
■■<■<■ " - N v\ uovwo L;-mm:,,v , \ 

with \ t " s attorney would be helpful in the advancement off 
bxammer es uwhed to cult the telephone number below for an -me; 

if there are any charges due with respect to tins Amendmen 
charge hhem to Deposit .Account No. f?6- i 1 30, maintained by the 

Respectfully submitted. 



By: Mi>.txhGoiota/ 

Mary E.~Goiota 
Reg. No. 36, 814 

gi 23 
I e . ei m (24S) 524-2300 
Fax: ;248) 524-2700 
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